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Rulemaking 04-04-025 
 

JOINT PETITION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN 
DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY, AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

EDISON COMPANY FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 06-06-063  
 

Pursuant to Commission Rule of Practice and Procedure 16.4, Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company (“PG&E”), Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”), and San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company (“SDG&E”) (together “Joint Utilities”) submit this petition for modification 

of Decision (D.) 06-06-063.    The Joint Utilities request that D.06-06-063 be modified to correct 

the potential for double counting costs in the Standard Practice Manual (“SPM”) Total Resource 

Cost test (“TRC”) as a result of ordering certain costs to be included in the administrative cost 

component of the TRC.   

The Joint Utilities request the Commission issue an order changing the last sentence of 

Ordering Paragraph (OP) 15, D.06-06-063 to read as follows: 

In situations where a direct install program does not bill or collect 
from the customer for any portion of the costs, then all the costs 
except those attributable to free-riders should appear as program 
administrator costs in both the PAC and TRC tests, and the 
participant cost should be zero  

The Joint Utilities further request a Commission order adding a new sentence to OP 15 and 

changing the fifth sentence of OP 15 to read as set forth below: 

. . . If the incentive is to offset a specific participant cost, as in a 
midstream/upstream or direct install type incentive, the full 
customer cost must be included in the TRC test as a participant 
cost, excluding costs attributable to free-riders. When dollar 
benefits do not go directly to the participating customer, the 
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participant cost must be reduced by the incentive attributable to 
offsetting or paying for the participant cost . . . 

I. BACKGROUND. 

On December 21, 2006, Administrative Law Judge Gottstein issued “Administrative Law 

Judge’s Ruling Addressing Compliance Filings Pursuant to Decision 06-06-063” (“ALJ Ruling”) 

in R.06-04-10.  The ALJ Ruling provided direction for implementing TRC test calculations using 

a new tool, the E3 calculator.  TRC test costs fall into two main categories: administrative costs 

and participant costs, with transfer payments for participants excluded from the calculation.  The 

ALJ Ruling disagreed with the utilities’ treatment of midstream/upstream payments as transfer 

payments in the E3 calculator TRC test.  The ALJ Ruling also rejected PG&E’s treatment of 

direct install costs as participant costs in the E3 calculator TRC test.  As support for its position 

on midstream/upstream and direct install costs, the ALJ Ruling cited D.06-06-063, OP 15. 

In response, the Joint Utilities wrote to the ALJ on March 16, 2007 about the problems 

created by the ALJ Ruling for midstream/upstream incentives, direct install strategies, and the 

related net-to-gross/free-rider issue.  (Copy attached.)  With respect to direct install costs, the 

Joint Utilities indicated they would file a petition to modify D.06-06-063’s treatment of direct 

install costs.  This Petition to Modify requests the modification to D.06-06-063 identified in the 

Joint Utilities’ letter and comes within one year of the effective date of D.06-06-063, as required 

under the Rule 16.4(d).   

II. ISSUE PRESENTED. 

PG&E, SCE and SDG&E started energy efficiency rebate programs in the 1970’s to 

offset the costs for customers who buy and install energy-efficient measures (“participants”).  

Twenty years later, PG&E, SCE and SDG&E’s strategies for delivering energy efficiency 

expanded to include paying third parties directly to provide energy efficiency services and 

measures to participants, rather than providing a cash rebate to the participant (“Direct Install”).  

PG&E, SCE and SDG&E also instituted strategies to lower the participants’ retail charges for 

energy efficient equipment by paying the retailers and manufacturers to lower their prices 

(“Midstream/Upstream”). These newer approaches saved the participant the trouble of paying the 

third party provider or retailer first and then waiting to receive a direct cash rebate weeks later.   



 

 3

A. Direct Install 

Since the payments to third parties for Direct Install strategies cover costs for energy-

efficient measures the participant receives, the Direct Install costs approximate the participant’s 

cost.  For that reason, the Joint Utilities viewed Direct Install costs as the appropriate input for 

participant costs in the TRC formula.  With this approach, the energy-efficient measure costs are 

captured once in the TRC formula.  This treatment of costs for direct install programs continued 

when calculation of the TRC test shifted to the E3 calculator.   

D.06-06-063 discusses treatment of Direct Install costs in the E3 calculator’s TRC test at 

length.  The decision finds fault with treating the Direct Install costs as participant costs in the 

TRC formula.  Ordering Paragraph 15 summarizes the Commission’s conclusion for Direct 

Install costs. 

. . . In situations where a direct install program does not bill or 
collect from the customer for any portion of the costs, all the costs 
should appear as program administrator costs in both the PAC and 
TRC tests. 

While requiring all the costs of Direct Install to appear as administrative costs in the TRC test, 

the Ordering Paragraph does not indicate whether the TRC calculations also should continue to 

include an additional value for participant costs, plus all the Direct Install costs as administrative 

costs.  If the TRC administrative costs include the Direct Install costs and the participant costs do 

not decrease to reflect the participant’s lower out-of-pocket costs, e.g., zero, Ordering Paragraph 

15’s implementation of the TRC test will cause the energy-efficient measure costs to be included 

twice.    

Double counting the costs of the same energy-efficient measures, in the administrative 

costs and in the participant costs, will bias the Direct Install TRC test results below the correct 

level.  The general formula for the TRC test makes that consequence apparent. 

Total Resource Cost1/  =      kWh savings    x       avoided cost___      
      administrative costs + participant costs 

                                                 
1/ In this formula for an energy efficiency program TRC test, both “savings” and “participant costs” excludes 

savings and costs arising from the actions of “free-riders”, or those who would have undertaken the 
efficiency improving action without the program. 
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To avoid double counting costs for the Direct Install TRC test, the Commission must 

modify D.06-06-063 to require reduction of the participant cost by the Direct Install costs when 

the latter are included in the TRC test administrative costs.  This adjustment effectively would 

make the participant cost zero.   The Commission should also clarify whether the costs now to be 

included as administrative cost include those costs attributable to free-riders (those who would 

have undertaken the energy efficiency measures and the corresponding costs even if there were 

no program.) 

Alternatively, the Commission could modify D.06-06-063, to allow Direct Install costs to 

be the input for participant cost in the TRC test instead of including the Direct Install costs in the 

TRC administrative costs. If the Commission approves this approach, the net-to-gross multiplier 

should continue to apply to the Direct Install costs included in participant cost. This alternative 

would recognize that the TRC should be adjusted to exclude free-rider costs, consistent with the 

Commission’s long-standing historical practice up through the 2004-2005 programs.  The net-to-

gross multiplier captures and excludes the estimated free-rider costs. The Joint Utilities think this 

approach is preferable.  However, if the Commission does not agree, the Commission must at 

least change the last sentence of Ordering Paragraph 15 to read: 

. . . In situations where a direct install program does not bill or 
collect from the customer for any portion of the costs, then all the 
costs except those attributable to free-riders should appear as 
program administrator costs in both the PAC and TRC tests, and 
the participant cost should be zero.      

B. Midstream/Upstream Payments 

The utility Midstream/Upstream strategies pay retailers and manufacturers to lower the 

retail price of energy-efficient measures, such as compact florescent lamps purchased at places 

like local hardware stores.  For the Midstream/Upstream TRC test, however, the participant cost 

includes the full cost, which is often from the Database for Energy Efficiency Resources (DEER) 

developed by this Commission and the Energy Commission.  Thus the participant cost element 

of the TRC test for Midstream/Upstream does not reflect the retail price reduction achieved 

through the utility program’s payments to retailers and manufacturers.   
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In order to avoid double counting the costs, the Midstream/Upstream costs were treated 

as transfer payments excluded from the TRC test.  Since the benefit of buying down the retail 

price of the energy-efficient equipment goes to the participant, treating the costs as transfer 

payments also is consistent with the principle of benefit provided to the participant reflected in 

the definition of “financial incentives” in the Commission’s Policy Rules, D.05-04-051, 

Attachment 3, Appendix B, page 4.  The ALJ Ruling, however, specifically rejects transfer 

payment treatment and cites D.06-06-063, Ordering Paragraph 15 as limiting transfer payments 

to “only the dollar benefits such as rebates or rate incentives (monthly bill credits) to the 

participating customer” (sic) (ALJ Ruling, page 6).2/   

If Ordering Paragraph 15 makes Midstream/Upstream costs part of the administrative 

cost element of the TRC test without reducing the TRC participant cost by the amount of the 

retail price reduction attributable to the Midstream/Upstream payments, the TRC test will double 

count the costs of the energy-efficient measures involved.  Review of the TRC test formula again 

illustrates that the ALJ Ruling’s application of Ordering Paragraph 15 to Midstream/Upstream 

strategies causes the costs to be counted in both elements of the formula’s denominator:   

Total Resource Cost  =      kWh savings    x       avoided cost___      
      administrative costs + participant costs 

This double counting will distort the TRC test results for affected programs by 

significantly biasing the cost-effectiveness results downward.  In order to correct this situation, 

the Commission needs to modify Ordering Paragraph 15 to indicate unequivocally that costs are 

                                                 
2/ The quote in the ALJ Ruling from D.06-06-063, Ordering Paragraph 15 contains an error.  The portion of 

the Ordering Paragraph quoted reads: 

“. . . As discussed in this decision, all participant and non-participant costs shall 
be fully reflected in the TRC test with the limited exception of dollar benefits 
such as rebates or rate incentives (monthly bill credits) to the participating 
customer.  Those dollar benefits shall be treated as a transfer payment and 
excluded on both the benefit and cost side of the TRC equation, as currently 
directed under the SPM.  However, they will be included in the Program 
Administrator Cost (PAC) test.  If the incentive is to offset a specific participant 
cost, as in a rebate-type incentive, the full customer cost (before the rebate) must 
be included in the TRC test as a participant cost . . .” 
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not to be double counted.  The Commission should also clarify whether the costs to now be 

included as administrative cost include those costs attributable to free-riders. 

Alternatively, the Commission could modify the Ordering Paragraph to allow transfer 

payment treatment for programs that include the Midstream/Upstream and the Direct Install 

strategies, while including the full cost of the energy-efficient measure in the participant cost 

element.  This approach would allow the net-to-gross multiplier to apply to the 

Midstream/Upstream costs.  In this way, the Commission could recognize that the costs for free-

riders in these programs should not be included in the TRC cost-effectiveness calculation.    

At a minimum, however, Ordering Paragraph 15 should be modified to read: 

. . . As discussed in this decision, all participant and non-
participant costs shall be fully reflected in the TRC test with the 
limited exception of dollar benefits such as rebates or rate 
incentives (monthly bill credits) to the participating customer.  
Those dollar benefits shall be treated as a transfer payment and 
excluded on both the benefit and cost side of the TRC equation as 
currently directed under the SPM.  If the incentive is to offset a 
specific participant cost, as in a midstream/upstream or direct 
install type incentive, the full customer cost must be included in the 
TRC test as a participant cost, excluding costs attributable to free-
riders. When dollar benefits do not go directly to the participating 
customer, the participant cost must be reduced by the incentive 
attributable to offsetting or paying for the participant cost . . . 
[Additional text provided for context.] 

III. ADVERSE EFFECTS OF THE CURRENT STATUS OF ORDERING 
PARAGRAPH 25. 

At the end of its lengthy discussion of direct installed costs, D.06-06-063 states “We 

emphasize that today’s discussion of the TRC and PAC tests of cost-effectiveness does not speak 

to the design of programs (or is intended to cap incentives in any manner).”  The real impact of 

D.06-06-063’s treatment of Direct Install and Midstream/upstream costs, however, will be on 

new programs and their design.  The Joint Utilities explained their concern in their March 16, 

2007 letter, page 3: 

The interpretation of the TRC calculation described in the ruling 
will bias program choice against all programs which are not 
traditional utility operated customer rebate programs.  This would 
work against all the effort over the last several years to seek the 
most cost effective and efficient delivery approaches including a 
broader base of program delivery. 
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If the current approach is applied to the estimation of energy 
efficiency potential, less technical potential will pass the TRC 
screen to become economic potential.  Thus less economic 
potential would be part of the foundation for the Commission’s 
goal setting, efficiency program planning and long-range energy 
procurement planning.”  

Whether intentional or inadvertent, Ordering Paragraph 15 and its implementation in the 

ALJ Ruling will discourage innovative, big, bold program design.  Moreover, it will reduce the 

estimated potential energy efficiency under the TRC test.   

IV. CONCLUSION  

For the reasons discussed in this motion, the Joint Utilities petition the Commission to 

modify D.06-06-063, Ordering Paragraph 15, to ensure that the treatment of Direct Install 

program and Midstream/Upstream costs do not result in double counting of energy-efficient 

measure costs in both the TRC administrative cost and participant cost.   

In order to provide the time and opportunity to find a better resolution of the problems 

raised by D.06-06-063 and the ALJ Ruling’s treatment of Direct Install costs and 

Midstream/Upstream costs, the Joint Utilities also encourage the Commission to consider 

suspending Ordering Paragraph 15 of D.06-06-063 and the ALJ Ruling’s treatment of these 

costs, while the Commission, its staff, and parties to the current energy efficiency rulemaking, R. 

06-04-010. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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Dated: May 31, 2007 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
PETER OUBORG 
SHIRLEY A. WOO 
 

               /s/ 

__________________________________                       
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
Telephone: (415) 973-2248 
Facsimile:  (415) 973-0516 
E-Mail:  SAW0@pge.com 
 
Attorneys for 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 
 
CARLOS F. PENA 
 
             /s/ 
___________________________________ 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
101 Ash Street 
San Diego, CA  92101-3017 
Telephone: (619) 696-4320 
Facsimile: (619) 699-5027 
Email: CFPena@sempra.com 
 
Attorney for  
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA 
LARRY R. COPE 
 
                /s/ 
___________________________________________ 
Southern California Edison Company  
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, CA  91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-2570 
Facsimile: (626) 302-7740 
Email:  larry.cope@sce.com 
 
Attorney for SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
COMPANY 
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PO Box 770000, MC N7K 
San Francisco, CA  94177 
 
245 Market Street, Room 745 
San Francisco, CA  95105 
 

March 16, 2007 
 
 
ALJ Gottstein 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
 
ALJ Gottstein, 
 

We are writing you in response to your December 21, 2006 Administrative Law Judge 
Ruling issued in R.06-04-010 addressing compliance filings pursuant to Decision 06-06-063 
(Ruling) on the calculation of the total resource (TRC) cost test described in the “2001 
California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and 
Projects” (SPM).   As a result of the Ruling, the TRC test no longer represents a comparison of 
the true economic benefits and costs of the portfolios.  Specifically, we are concerned with 
three aspects of your ruling: (1) the treatment of midstream and upstream incentives; (2) the 
treatment of direct install costs; and (3) the treatment of costs caused by free riders.  As 
described in more detail in the Attachment, the Ruling will reduce California’s ability to realize 
energy efficiency’s potential, reduce the effectiveness of major program delivery channels, and 
limit future innovation in measures and programs.  Accordingly, we ask the Ruling be 
suspended as we plan the appropriate pleading to explicitly address these issues. 

We believe that issues 1 and 3 result from a lack of clarity in the Standard Practice 
Manual (SPM), while issue 2 is a result of a recent Commission decision.  We propose 
solutions for all three issues, and our proposals may require more formal action.  

 
1.  Midstream and Upstream Incentives 

 The Ruling directs the utilities to “remove midstream and upstream incentives from the 
Incentives-Rebate category.”  Midstream and upstream incentives provide a cost-
effective means to reducing the cost of energy efficiency measures without the 
additional administrative cost of providing rebates directly to consumers.  The Ruling in 
effect finds that these incentives provide no benefits to the purchasers of these 
reduced-cost measures, but only are administrative costs to the utilities.  This is not an 
appropriate treatment of costs and will handicap a number of very successful programs, 
such as upstream motors and lighting.  The reason given for this is that “Consistent with 
the SPM definitions, D.06-06-063 specifically directs that such incentives are restricted 
to include ‘only the dollar benefits such as rebates or rate incentives (month bill credits) 
to the participating customers.’” This reading puts form over substance by excluding 
rebates to participating customers paid through midstream or upstream channels.  For 
example, in order to obtain energy efficiency savings for lighting in the mass market, a 
utility can either give a Point of Sale rebate to individual customers or give an upstream 



“buydown” to manufacturers or retailers.  In either case, the end use customer pays a 
lower price for the same energy efficient lighting and thus obtains the same “dollar 
benefits” as “participating customers” regardless of which incentive method is used.  
However, the change in policy with regard to the treatment of upstream and midstream 
incentives as administrative costs misrepresents the true costs of these programs and 
inappropriately reduces the TRC results.  The resulting reduction to the TRC of an 
upstream program motivates utilities to return to direct utility rebate programs, which are 
less cost effective than upstream programs because of higher administrative costs and 
lower market acceptance.  This treatment of upstream incentives will prevent utilities 
from applying this more effective delivery approach to less cost-effective measures such 
as washing machines or dishwashers.   

 
2.  Direct Install Costs 
The Ruling correctly notes that “Ordering Paragraph 17 of D.06-06-063 also requires 
the utilities to book direct install costs as ‘administrator costs’ in situations where a 
direct install program does not bill or collect from the customer for any portion of the 
costs for either the TRC or PAC tests of cost effectiveness.”  This Ordering Paragraph 
also puts form over substance.  If a direct installation implementer charges a customer 
for a direct install program and the customer then applies for a rebate for that program, 
the direct installation costs are accounted for as transfer payments and thus are not part 
of the TRC calculation.  However, if utilities create more efficient programs by 
eliminating two transactions—the contractor charging the customer and the customer 
applying to the utility—and replace these with one—the utilities paying the contractor 
directly—the utilities are penalized with a lower TRC, even though the exact same 
services have been provided and benefits achieved.  We plan to file a Petition to Modify 
D. 06-06-063 to modify this treatment.  
  
3.  Net to gross/free riders 
The treatment of upstream incentive and direct install costs mandated by the Ruling 
requires some non-resource costs to be inappropriately included in the TRC calculation.  
The Ruling reads D.06-06-063 to require all customer payments for incremental 
measure costs to be included in the TRC.   However, unless the net-to-gross ratio is 
1.0, some of those payments would be made by “free riders”.   If some customers are in 
fact “free riders,” which is what the net-to-gross ratio captures, their payments are not 
incremental and should not be included as costs in the TRC.  The Ruling’s requirement 
to include free rider costs is a change from long-standing historical practice lasting 
through the Commission’s evaluation of programs in 2002-2003 and 2004-2005.  Even 
if the Commission allows the newly included costs to be offset by a reduction to 
participant (or incremental measure) costs, the effect will still be to include the cost of 
free-riders as TRC costs1.  Examples are given in the Attachment. 

                                                           
1 The December 21, 2006 Ruling and D. 06-06-063 direct the inclusion of certain costs, but do not address whether that 

creates a “double counting” situation or whether the included costs are to be offset by reductions in other costs previously 
included.    Some argue that such cost offsets are appropriate, but the Commission has not spoken to the issue. 



 
Impacts on programs and other considerations: 

 PG&E has performed a preliminary analysis that indicates that the TRC ratios for 
specific activities/programs comprising a large part of its portfolio will drop from 3% to 50% 
(see the Appendix to the Attachment).  Programs facing reductions in TRC ratios include 
midstream/upstream energy efficiency programs that either buy down the retail point of sale 
price (e.g., compact fluorescent lights) or increase the availability of specific products (e.g., 
high efficiency motors).  In addition, key programs will see their TRC ratios sink below 1.  
Among these are core mass market activities such as Refrigerant Charge and Airflow, Duct 
Test and Seal, and the direct install program element for Core Mass Markets.  

The interpretation of the TRC calculation described in the ruling will bias program choice 
against all programs which are not traditional utility operated customer rebate programs.  This 
would work against all the effort over the last several years to seek the most cost effective and 
efficient delivery approaches including a broader base of program delivery.   

If the current approach is applied to the estimation of energy efficiency potential, less 
technical potential will pass the TRC screen to become economic potential.  Thus less 
economic potential would be part of the foundation for the Commission’s goal setting, 
efficiency program planning and long-range energy procurement planning. 

 The SPM has been interpreted differently on these same points by this Commission2 
and others.  For example, the Province of Ontario in resuming energy efficiency programs 
produced a guide to TRC calculations starting with California’s 2001 SPM.  It explicitly 
excludes from the TRC rebate payments paid by the Local Distribution Company or others and 
free-rider’s costs.  See the Attachment.  

As stated above, we propose that the Ruling should be suspended so that the 
Commission, its staff, the utilities, and other interested parties can investigate and definitively 
determine what the TRC test should measure and how the TRC test should be kept current 
with new developments in efficiency delivery channels and programs.  In order to give the 
utilities and other program participants such as third parties and local government partnerships 
time to incorporate the results of this work into portfolio planning, the utilities should continue to 
use the TRC test in place prior to the ALJ Ruling for the 2006-2008 energy efficiency program 
cycle.  This “older” TRC was the approach that all parties used in developing the programs that 
the Commission accepted for 2006-2008. 

Implementing a new interpretation of the TRC test significantly changes the ground 
rules upon which the 2006-8 energy efficiency programs were based and approved by the 
Commission.  Should the Commission decide to confirm the interpretation in D.06-06-063, then 
it should also explicitly assess whether its goals are still attainable based on achievable 
potential.  In the alternative, any new method for implementing the TRC test should start with 
the program cycle beginning in 20093.   

 

 
                                                           
2 See the Attachment for the Commission’s 1992 Decisions on the treatment of DSM Bidding program and incentive costs. 
3 D. 06-06-063 was adopted nine months after the Commission approved the utilities 2006-2008 program proposals and 

funding applications in D. 05-09-043 and several weeks after the Commission accepted  the last utilities Compliance 
Filing (PG&E’s April 17, 2006 Compliance Fling was accepted on June 1, 2006). 



  We will raise the points contained in this letter in an appropriate pleading to bring these 
issues formally before the Commission and to give all parties an opportunity to formally 
comment.  In the meantime, we appreciate your consideration of the issues described in this 
letter.   

 

 

 
                /s/ 
Steven J. McCarty  
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 
Director, Demand-Side Resources 
 

        /s/      
Mark Gaines, 
SEMPRA 
Director, Customer Programs 
 

              /s/ 
Gene Rodrigues 
Southern California Edison 
Director, Customer Energy Efficiency 

         /s/ 
Athena Besa 
SEMPRA 
Manager, Customer Programs, Policy & Support 



 CC:   Commissioner Dian Gruenich 
 Nilgun Attamturk 

Teresa Cho  
 Zenaida Tappan Conway 
 Peter Lai 
 PRG/PAG 
 Service List in R. 04-04-025 
 Service List in R. 06-04-010 
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Attachment 

 

The Commission’s Directive’s On the Total Resource Cost Test  

Is A Barrier to Energy Efficiency  

 

 

The Commission should be aware of the wide and adverse implications of the 

implementation of Decision (D.) 06-06-063 and the December 21, 2006 Administrative 

Law Judge Ruling (ALJ Ruling) on cost-effectiveness, especially on the calculation of 

the total resource cost test (TRC).  This attachment presents the implications as described 

in the accompanying letter on Total Resource Cost methodology and closes with a 

suggested remedy.   

 The ALJ Ruling and recent Commission decision change long-standing policies 

regarding the calculation of cost-effectiveness in California and will have the effect of 

hindering the Commission’s efforts to maximize energy efficiency as the first resource in 

the energy loading order for California.  The effort to expand energy efficiency began 

with the Commission’s adoption of “stretch” energy efficiency targets in 2004 and 

continued with its decisions on administration, rules and policy, and 2006-2008 

programs.  This framework raised the annual energy efficiency targets to more than twice 

the historical average, provided administrators with flexibility to achieve those targets, 

highlighted an essential role for non-administrator program delivery through a minimum 

funding requirement for non-utility program procurement, and encouraged administrator 

partnerships with local governments, state agencies, and other organizations.   

The recent changes in the interpretation of the “California Standard Practice 

Manual:  Economic Analysis Of Demand-Side Programs And Projects” (SPM)1 changes 

the TRC from being a measure if the net resource value of energy efficiency programs for 

all customers into merely an indicator of the distribution of costs paid by ratepayers.  This 

change misrepresents the costs incurred in the delivery of programs, and will have the 

effect of limiting the pursuit of new types of program implementation strategies in the 

                                                 
1 The SPM is dated October 2001 and is posted on the Commission’s Web site. 
 



page 2 

future. It works against the Commission’s overall objectives for energy efficiency by 

increasing TRC costs for non-traditional programs, making fewer program activities cost-

effective, and redefining the TRC. 

 

1.  The ALJ Ruling Changes the Treatment of Midstream and Upstream Incentives 

In The Total Resource Cost Test 

The SPM was developed in the 1980s in order to provide a set of standard tests 

that enabled the consistent comparison of the effects of energy efficiency efforts.  The 

recent changes in direction from D. 06-06-063 and the ALJ Ruling have altered the 

definitions of several of the inputs for these standard tests with the result that the TRC 

test no longer retains the same meaning that it has had for several decades.  Instead of 

measuring the overall net resource costs of a program to all customers, which has been 

the traditional purpose of the TRC test, the ALJ Ruling introduces financial transfers into 

the TRC even though financial transfers do not necessarily reflect resource costs. 

In part this result may have been caused by the definition of “Financial 

Incentives” and “Rebates” adopted in the Policy Rules2.  The definition of financial 

incentives used as examples rebates, low interest loans, and free technical advice as 

examples of financial support qualifying them as financial rebates.  The definition of 

rebates in the Policy Rules specified that the participant had to be the recipient, but did 

not specify that the payer had to be the Program Administrator (PA).  This allowed for 

the treatment of upstream and midstream rebates to be considered participant incentive 

and not included in the TRC.  It was clarified in D. 06-06-63 (Decision) that for an 

incentive to be excluded from the TRC, the payer had to be the program administrator.  

As shown below, this contradicts previous Commission Decisions.  Moreover, it was not 

until the 2006-2008 programs had all been approved that the current and historically 

narrow usage of incentive costs was put in place by the Decision.  

In essence the Ruling is a result of a “catch 22”:  The SPM directs “all costs” to 

be included into the TRC (Decision, Ordering Paragraph 15), and rebates received by the 

participating customer are cost that are not to be included because they are transfers.  But 

the rule or principle which determines whether a cost is a transfer is not made clear, or is 

                                                 
2 D. 05-04-051, Attachment 3, Appendix B, page 4 and page 9 respectively.  
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contradicted in that a payment made to a vendor, and passed in full to a participant is to 

be included as a cost (Ruling, page 7).  Yet economically, this is a transfer, just as the 

direct rebate payment is.  So some transfers to participating customers are included, and 

some are not, on the conflicting principles that “all costs” are included, but certain 

transfers are not. 

 The Commission should consider if there is a consistent basis for including or 

excluding transactions from the TRC, based on the TRC’s function as an indicator of 

resource use which removes this inconsistency and elucidate it.  The Commission and the 

SPM refer to but do not describe an “economic theory” which could be a guide as to 

which transactions are included as TRC costs and which are not, D. 06-06-063 may be 

logically inconsistent in its inclusion or exclusion of costs3.  For example, if cash rebates 

paid directly to participants in a traditional rebate program are to be excluded from the 

TRC because the full resource costs are captured by the treatment of administrative and 

participant costs, wouldn’t the same logic apply to “upstream” rebates indirectly received 

by the customer?  On the other hand, if upstream rebates are to be included as TRC costs 

because they represent actual costs to ratepayers, don’t rebates directly paid to 

participants also represent a cost to ratepayers?  Without knowing the (economic) theory 

which makes these distinctions, these questions can’t logically be resolved.  The 

Commission should clarify the basis for including or excluding transactions as costs in 

TRC calculations. 

Under the Ruling, non-resource financial transfers are included in the TRC 

because the ALJ Ruling indicates that under Ordering Paragraph 15 of D.06-06-063 

“incentives” should be limited strictly to amounts paid directly to customers and only in 

the form of cash.  Any other payments (such as upstream/midstream payments to retailers 

                                                 
3 D. 06-06-063, p 66, attributes this approach to the 2001 SPM, “The only costs that are excluded in the 

TRC test are those “incentives” that are to be are considered and treated as transfer payments.  The 
SPM specifically directs that such incentives are restricted to include “only dollar benefits such as 
rebates or rate incentive (monthly bill credits).”3  The conceptual basis for ignoring transfer 
payments in the development of the TRC is similar to the basis for ignoring tax credits in the 
societal version of the test.  That is, when some taxpayers receive cash transfers (in the form of a 
tax credit) as a result of higher taxes paid by others, economic theory suggests that those transfers 
be excluded when calculating the costs and benefits of the investment from the societal 
perspective.”  The Commission and the SPM are silent on the economic theory in question, and 
how it might be applied beyond the simple, two agent, PA-participant model used throughout the 
SPM.   
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that reduce the retail price to the consumer or direct installation programs which result in 

consumers receiving energy efficiency goods with the full cost paid by the program) must 

be included in administrative costs for the TRC formula.  This has the effect of including 

as program administrator (PA) costs the financial value of transactions.   These financial 

transactions do not represent true economic costs, i.e. the use or purchase of products or 

resources, but only the transfer of funds.  This confuses and could introduce an 

inconsistency into the rationale for excluding from the TRC the rebates paid directly from 

a utility to a participant.  It also opens the door for the inclusion of free-rider costs that 

society would incur regardless of the program.   

 

Further Commission Clarification Would Ensure the Proper Treatment of Free 

Riders 

A further consequence of including upstream or midstream rebates as PA costs is 

that some free-rider costs can remain included as TRC costs.  This occurs even when the 

cost of such incentives are offset through a reduction of the participant’s cost.   Consider 

the following example: 

PA administration costs:         $100 

PA payments to an upstream vendor to reduce participant cost: $1,500 

Participant costs without upstream rebate:    $3,000 

Participant costs after upstream rebate:    $1,500 

Costs of comparable base efficiency measures:   $1,000 

Net-to-Gross ratio (NTG) (40% free-riders):        0.60 

Gross benefits from the program:     $5,000 

 

Example1. Prior to D. 06-06-063, 

TRC benefits of the program: (.6) * $5,000 =  $3,000 

TRC costs are: $100 + (.6)*($3,000-$1,000) = $1,300   

TRC net benefits are $3,000 - $1,300 = $1,700 

TRC ratio is 2.31.   

The calculation excludes free-rider costs:  (1-.6)*($3,000-$1,000) = $800.   
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These free-rider costs were properly not included because society would have 

incurred these costs with or without the program. 

According to the Decision the $1,500 paid as upstream rebate is now included as 

a PA cost.  There are two possible calculation options: with and without a cost offset.  

These options arise because the Decision and Ruling are silent on the question of whether 

the included costs can or should reduce or offset participant costs now included in the 

TRC. 

Example 2a. Option A - No cost offset – simply include the costs: 

TRC benefits remain:  (.6) * $5,000 = $3,000 

TRC costs are now: [$100 + $1,500] + (.6)*($3,000 - $1,000) = $2,800 

TRC net benefit becomes: $3,000 - $2,800 = $200 

TRC ratio changes to: 1.07 

Example 2b. Option B – Participant cost offset in the amount of the upstream 

rebate 

TRC benefits remain:  (.6) * $5,000 = $3,000 

TRC costs are: [$100 + $1,500] + (.6)*($3,000 - $1,500- $1,000) = $1,900 

TRC net benefit becomes: $3,000 - $1,900 = $1,100 

TRC ratio changes to: 1.58 

 The difference between the calculations is that in the in both Examples 2a and 2b 

some amount of free-rider costs remain as TRC costs.  From the logic of D. 06-06-63, 

this is because ratepayers are paying those costs, even though all customers would 

experience those costs whether or not there is a program.  Thus in case 2a and 2b, the 

resulting TRC is not a pure economic test of the program, but instead an indication of the 

amount of ratepayer costs due to the program. 

The Commission should clarify the theoretical basis for including or excluding 

financial incentives from TRC costs calculations.  The Commission should further clarify 

whether it wants incentive payments made to free riders included in the TRC calculation 

or not, regardless of whether the payments occur directly to participants or indirectly 

through other participant cost decreases. 

 



page 6 

2.  The Ruling’s Treatment of Direct Install Costs Needs Further Clarification 

 The Ruling also requires that direct install costs paid by the PA be 

included in the TRC administrative costs, even though the payments simply cover the 

costs that the participants would pay to install the energy efficiency measures.  The ruling 

does not link this directive to how this relates to resource costs, which generally have 

been included through the inclusion of participant or incremental measure costs.  Thus on 

its face, the Ruling leads to the inclusion of both financial and resource costs.   This 

“double counting” of costs artificially reduces the TRC of direct install (DI) programs.  

Even when this is accounted for, the obvious cost offset can to lead to the inclusion of the 

resource costs incurred by free-riders, which would be incurred without the program.4  As 

a result, the TRC test includes more costs than the resource costs of all customers and 

becomes more an indicator of amount of distribution of costs paid by ratepayers. 

The basic issue seems to be, is a transaction a cost because of who pays it or 

because of what it represents.  Based on the Commission’s own interpretations of the 

benefit costs until D. 06-06-063, the determining factor was what the transaction 

represented.  In the SPM’s simple “utility-participant” model, the participants’ costs, over 

and above the base cost of the non-efficient measure, captured the resource cost of the 

measure.5  To ensure costs to participants and non-participants which occurred only 

because of the program (no free-rider costs) were treated properly, the NTG was applied 

to these participants’ costs.6  From this perspective, when other delivery agents are 

involved in the program (e.g., third parties, upstream vendors) the need is functionally the 

same: to identify and include in the TRC the resource costs of the program, “no matter 

who pays them.”7   

On the other hand, if who makes the payment determines when a transaction is a 

cost, if all transactions must be attributed only to program administrators or participants, 

                                                 
4 In case of early replacement costs, where participant costs include incremental and base efficiency 

measures’ costs, the free-rider cost for base efficiency measures might also be included 
5 See D. 06-06-063, page 61, footnote 60, and the references there cited. 
 
6 See ALJ Ruling dated December 21, 2006, Attachment 2.  
 
7 “California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and Projects, 

CPUC, October 2001 (emphasis added).  
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and if only participant costs can be modified by a NTG ratio, the Commission’s 

Decisions not withstanding, then for certain programs (e.g., direct install or third party 

programs), the TRC denominator will include the costs which would be born by free-

riders in the absence of the program. 

 

Example from D.06-06-063 

 The ALJ Ruling, Attachment 1, pages 3 and 4, refers to a passage in D.06-06-063 

as an example to support the conclusion that all costs are to be included in the TRC test.  

Three examples are provided, but D. 06-06-063 never states whether the cost inputs are 

net or gross.  The first example is in the context of a standard SPM program administrator 

– utility traditional rebate program.  The example is the following: 

  Resource benefits:  $3,000 

  Participant cost:  $2,000 

  Program Admin. Cost: $  100 

  Cash Rebate:   $1,000 

Not described, but from the Commission’s previous decisions, the resource benefits 

should be understood to be net, and the participants’ cost would also be net (see footnotes 

3, 4) being the additional costs of participants who are not free riders. 

 Results: Net benefit:   $3,000 - $2,100  =  $900 

 The Commission states, “However, the manner in which the program is 

delivered or the rebate is provided to the customer should not result in different cost-

effectiveness results, except in the very limited instances discussed below.” D. 06-06-

063, pages 68-69.   

The Commission continues with a second example which is not a traditional rebate 

program but an early replacement, direct install program.  In this example, the same data 

as above is presented and the $1,000 rebate described as passing from the direct installers 

through to the participants.  The relevant question is whether the $2,000 participant cost 

in the second example is also net of free-riders?  If so, costs not attributable to the 

program are excluded.  If this cost has changed to gross, then costs not attributable to the 

program are included, and the test no longer indicates net resource usage. 
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The final example is also presented as an early replacement, direct install program 

in which no rebate is paid.  The $2,000 amount, now characterized as an installation cost, 

is paid by the administrator to the direct install contractor, and is to be included in 

administrator costs.  The TRC net benefit and ratio are the same as in the two previous 

examples.  In this example, is this $2,000 cost net or gross?  If the Commission means to 

include the resource costs of the installed measures attributable to the program, that 

figure, consistent with the treatment in the first and second examples, would be net.  If 

this is the case, then the TRC net benefits and TRC ratios for the three examples are the 

same and computed from the same perspective. 

After these examples, the Commission states (D.06-06-063, page 72), “Again, the 

TRC test reflects all participant and non-participant costs, meaning that the full resource 

costs of the energy efficiency investment must show up somewhere in the TRC cost-side 

of the equation with the limited exception of transfers of dollar benefits (rebates/monthly 

bill credits) to participants.”  By this, does the Commission mean that the resource costs 

incurred by, or on behalf of, free-riders in the third example should be included in the 

denominator of the TRC as part of “all costs”?  Then the $2,000 figure could be gross.  

But this is inconsistent with the treatment of that same figure in the first, and perhaps 

second, example (and contradicts at least 14 years of Commission practice).   The 

Commission should clarify whether if all direct install payments by ratepayers are to be 

included in PA costs, should the resource costs incurred by, or on behalf of, free-rider 

costs, be excluded or included? 

 

PG&E Direct Install “Reclassification” 

The ALJ Ruling’s discussion of direct install costs also infers that PG&E has 

“reclassified” direct install measure costs as participant costs for the purpose of applying 

the net-to-gross ratio (NTG) in the TRC equation.  The ALJ Ruling is incorrect in 

characterizing PG&E’s treatment of direct install costs as a change.  PG&E’s position on 

and treatment of direct install costs has been consistent since the direct install program 

calculations were performed as directed by Energy Division for the 2004-2005 program 

cycle.  This perspective has its origins in the Commission’s decisions on the inclusion of 
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energy service company (ESCO) costs in the Demand-Side Management bidding pilots in 

I. 91-08-002/R. 91-08-003. 

 PG&E has implemented the TRC calculations by following the Energy Division’s 

2005/2004 workbook (ED workbook) which calculates the denominator of the TRC test 

by using a net incremental measure cost in the TRC cost calculation.8  For the ED 

workbook, direct install costs are combined with other incentives and treated as 

incentives in the TRC cost calculation.   At the same time, PG&E also has treated the 

direct install costs as “incremental measure costs” in the ED workbook formula.  Since 

incentives are subtracted from the PA budget in the ED workbook formula, the direct 

install costs remain in the formula as incremental measure costs.  However, since the ED 

formula applies the NTG multiplier to incremental measure costs, the direct install costs 

have been appropriately netted under the ED workbook implementation of the TRC test.9   

 Furthermore, applying NTG to the direct install costs is necessary for the TRC 

test to capture the resource cost to all ratepayers of the energy efficiency program.  Costs 

that would have been spent to install the energy efficiency measures absent the program 

should be excluded from a test of the program’s impact on society’s total resources, just 

as the benefits that would have been produced absent the program should also be netted 

out.10 

 The Commission first faced the challenge of expanding the “utility-participant” 

model used in the SPM when it considered Demand-Side Management bidding in the 

early 1990’s.  In some respects, the third-party and partnership selection processes 

recently concluded are the direct descendents of those early activities.  The framework 

                                                 
8 “Energy Efficiency Groupware Application Program Report Workbook” for program year 2005, Tab 2, 

cell R10 “total net incremental measure cost”.  The ED Workbook has provided the basis for 
incorporating the SPM test calculations into the E3 calculator. 

 
9 If direct install costs are added back into the administrator costs under the ALJ ruling and also remain in 

the incremental measure or participants cost factor, there will be double counting of the direct 
install costs in the denominator of the TRC formula.  There also is a similar potential for double 
counting costs with upstream/mid-stream payments.  Since those payments buy down the retail 
price of energy efficiency measures, they are covering part of the incremental measure cost for the 
participant.  Consequently, if the upstream/midstream payments are added to the administrator 
costs without any reduction in the participant costs, there could be a double counting of costs in 
the denominator of the TRC formula. 

10 While the “missing page” included in the Ruling is dated October 7, 1988, the Commission has implicitly 
included this in the TRC since at least 1992.  See D. 92-09-080, page 60, footnote 40.  
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established during that proceeding guided subsequent benefit-cost evaluation of non-

utility energy efficiency providers.  In D. 92-09-080, page 69,  the Commission asked, 

“…that respondents and interested parties address the issue of whether the NTG ratio 

should be applied to total resource calculation for these bidding pilots, and if so, how.”   

After receiving comments, it decided, “For the reasons stated above, we adopt SDG&E’s 

proposed approach to applying the NTG ration to the cost side of replacement bid [bids 

replacing utility programs] proposals in SDG&E’s, SoCal’s and SCE’s pilot [bidding] 

programs.  Specifically, SDG&E, SCE and SoCal should require bidders to break down 

their bids into two components: ’customer incentives/rebates’ and ’other costs.’  The 

NTG ratios adopted in D. 92-09-080 shall be applied to the customer incentive/rebates 

component and to the estimates of customer contributions.” (D. 92-12-050, page 6)  

Further, it found “For PG&E’s partnership bid pilot, however, we will permit PG&E to 

use the approach presented in its May 21, 1992 compliance filing, which applies the NTG 

ratio to bidder payments and customer contributions.” (D. 92-12-050, page 6)  In all 

cases, the Commission chose to apply a NTG ratio to more costs than just participants’ 

costs, and, in PG&E’s case, the NTG ratio was applied to all bidder payments. 

 Thus, PG&E has not changed its treatment or characterization of direct install 

costs.  The ALJ Ruling’s requirement to include direct install costs in administrative costs 

and to exclude them from incentives and participants costs with no NTG adjustment 

creates historical inconsistencies with the treatment of them as late as with the 2005 ED 

workbook formula, as well as with D.05-04-051, and as early as 1992. 

 

3.  Net to Gross Issues 

 Described above are examples of how the Ruling’s inclusion of transaction as PA 

costs in the TRC test, even when these costs are offset, results in free-rider costs entering 

the TRC.  If the TRC were to be a pure test of the impact of a program on resources, the 

Commission would provide that these costs be excluded as costs from the TRC no matter 

what its treatment of other costs.   Further, the specific examples in the tables below show 

that lower NTG ratios magnify this effect.  If the Commission does nothing else, it should 

directly address the question of whether it wants free-rider resource costs included in the 

TRC or not. 
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Quantitative Effects on Portfolio are Potentially Significant 
 The ALJ Ruling has very troubling impacts and ramifications for each IOU’s 

energy efficiency portfolio.  For example, as a result of the changes ordered in the ALJ 

Ruling, PG&E estimates its 2006-2008 overall portfolio net TRC value drops from 1.61 

to 1.42 (or 1.57, if cost offsets are included).  The impact is more striking when activities 

and contracts within the portfolio are examined.  As shown in the appendix to this 

Attachment, PG&E estimates several of its program activities no longer have TRC ratios 

above 1.0.  What is most troubling, however, is the fact that the ALJ Ruling will push 

program administrators to favor older style rebate programs that are less effective at 

achieving energy efficiency savings than the newer, innovative programs created in 

recent years, many by non-utility providers. 

 This latter result will occur because the ALJ Ruling ensures that the only 

programs with unchanged TRC test results are the old-style rebate programs where the 

participant paid all the costs out of his or her pocket and obtained a rebate directly from 

the PA.  Other types of incentives or financial support for customer energy efficiency are 

not recognized as and treated as incentives.  This will distort the TRC for non-rebate 

programs as described above.  Also, the participants’ or incremental measure costs will 

now be subject to different calculations depending on who writes the check to the 

installer11.  This introduces a second distorting impact if the TRC is still meant to 

measure society’s overall resource cost for the program.   

 As a result, new, innovative energy efficiency programs, which may be both more 

effective at achieving energy savings and more cost-effective, are disfavored as compared 

to the rebate programs that date back to the 1980’s.  The newer programs are more 

effective precisely because the PA payments directly to the suppliers in the supply chain 

or to the installers are more attractive for customers than requiring the customers to pay 

full price and later get a rebate from the PA.   

                                                 
11 Consider activities designed to encourage proper charge and air flow for residential customers with air 

conditioners.  If the PA pays the vendor, the payment is a cost.  If the PA pays the customer who 
pays the vendor, it is a rebate excludable from the TRC producing higher TRC results.  But the 
former is the more efficient and effective program design. 
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 In the appendix are TRCs for a number of energy efficiency activities and for 

PG&E’s portfolio as a whole.  Table 1 presents TRCs using the information underlying 

PG&E’s most recent Compliance Filing12 or, in the case of third-parties or local 

government partnerships, the most recent agreement. Because PG&E’s core programs are 

often defined over a wide range of activities, these ”core” activity estimates are based on 

a representative measure included in that activity.  The Appendix presents TRC 

calculations consistent with those originally filed, and then under the two interpretations 

of D. 06-06-063 presented earlier.  That Decision and the ALJ letter of December 21, 

2006, do not specify whether the costs to be included as program administrator cost can 

be offset by reductions of the other (participant) costs (cost-offsets).   TRCs are presented 

both without such cost offsets.  When cost-offsets are included, the participant or 

incremental measure costs (whatever was included in the original calculation) are 

reduced a $1 for each $1 included as a PA cost.  The TRC’s of all non-direct rebate 

programs are lower. 

In addition, because the “new” approach to calculating TRC’s makes the results 

dependent on the value of the net-to-gross (NTG) ratios’ used, PG&E conducted a 

scenario analysis with all NTG ratios reduced about 20% from the original values.  This 

was done to show that if lower NTG ratios are found in Energy Division’s future 

evaluation studies TRC values will be lower.  As can be seen by comparing table 1 and 

table 2, lower NTG ratios seem to accentuate the drop in TRC’s. 

Similar effects can be expected in SCE, SDG&E and SCG’s portfolios.   

 

In other words, since the TRC calculations under the ALJ Ruling are geared to the 

way older programs worked, the ALJ Ruling will disadvantage newer, more effective 

programs because the improved cost effectiveness of these newer programs will not be 

recognized.  The result will cause the utilities to pursue less effective programs, reduce 

the amount of cost-effective energy efficiency California can pursue, and undermine the 

                                                 
12 Advice 2704-G-A/2786-E-A filed April 17, 2006. 
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role of energy efficiency in California’s Energy Action Plan.13   For these reasons, the 

ALJ ruling is not consistent with good public policy. 

 

The Impact on Energy Efficiency Potential May also Be Significant 

  Because the Commission’s current approach includes more costs in the TRC than 

formerly, the economic potential available for capture by future energy efficiency plans is 

smaller.  A critical step in potential studies is to assess the portion of technical potential 

that is “economic.”  This is typically done by applying a cost-effectiveness test to the 

savings technically feasible by replacing all measures with the most efficient technology 

available. Future potential studies should capture the increase in TRC costs inherent in 

the Commission’s current approach to TRC costing.  This would be a test with higher 

costs than used in the past.  This could have the effect of reducing the level of technical 

potential found to be economic and available to be realized in future programs. 

 There is a risk to the Commission if these effects on potential are not captured in 

future goal setting.  The potential underlying future goal setting could be set using a TRC 

screen which does not recognize the additional costs now included in the TRC.  This will 

make it more difficult to devise program which pass the TRC (with the higher costs 

included) and achieve the goals.  The Commission should avoid this risk by ensuring that 

the potential underlying future goal setting is consistent with its direction on including 

costs in the TRC.     

 

Other Interpretations of 2001 California SPM Reach Conclusions Different from 

the 12/21 Ruling and D. 06-6-063. 

 The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) in Canadian Province of Ontario has recently 

developed a framework for energy efficiency TRC analysis starting from the 2001 

                                                 
13 The current energy efficiency targets were set using historical energy savings and cost effectiveness data.  

This data reflected accomplishments achieved under the array of programs available including 
upstream/midstream programs, direct install and the point-of-purchase (POP) programs.  PG&E 
could not achieve the same levels of effectiveness under the ALJ Ruling’s approach to computing 
TRC, with the consequence of reducing our ability to achieve the goals.  In addition, the ALJ 
Ruling makes the basis for PG&E’s energy efficiency shareholder incentive proposal in phase 1 of 
R.06-04-010 no longer accurate.  In order to avoid unintended consequences in that case, the 
Commission needs to have accurate values which, in turn, will depend on incorporating the effect 
of the ALJ Ruling on the data. 
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California SPM.  But it reaches very different conclusions on the treatment of rebate or 

incentive costs than the interpretation now in place in California.  Its current “Total 

Resource Cost Test Guide” (TRC Guide) was published October 2, 2006 after public 

comment, and can be found at:  www.oeb.gov.on.ca/documents/cases/RP-2004-

0203/cdm_trcguide_021006.pdf.  While the structure of the electric industry in Ontario 

differs from California14, the OEB’s treatment in the TRC of rebates paid by entities 

other than the LDC (local distribution company) is of special interest.  The TRC Guide 

states, “Third Party Rebates – This variable refers to any dollar discounts or rebates 

offered to the customer by any other party other than the LDC (i.e. government or 

manufacturer for the purchase of an energy efficiency technology.  Third party rebates 

are not considered in the Total Resource Cost Test, as it is considered a benefit to the 

customer and cost to the third party, and therefore cancel each other out.” (TRC Guide, 

Appendix A, page iii) 

 Ontario’s TRC Guide also explicitly treats the costs incurred by free-riders in a 

manner different from the December 12, 2006 Ruling.  The TRC Guide states, “In 

determining overall savings, these participants are excluded from the benefits attributed 

to the program. The equipment costs associated with these participants is similarly 

excluded from cost side of the equation.”  However, it should be noted that all (LDE) 

program costs associated with free riders must be included in the analysis.” (TRC Guide, 

page 15).  Program costs are defined earlier (TRC Guide, page 11) as exactly the LDC’s 

program development and startup, promotion, its own equipment and installation, 

monitoring and evaluation; and administration costs15.  

 
 Conclusion and Recommendations 

  For the reasons described above, implementation of the ALJ Ruling will inhibit 

the existing and future energy efficiency programs, the state’s ability to pursue and obtain 

the maximum amount of cost-effective energy efficiency, and the potential to develop 

                                                 
14 In Ontario electricity delivery is accomplished through local distribution companies (LDCs). 
15 Another attempt to explicitly extend the SPM two agent (utility-participant) framework was published in 

1994.  See Fulmer, Mark and Bruce Biewald, “Misconceptions, Mistakes, and Misnomers in DSM 
Cost Effectiveness Analysis” Proceedings of the ACEEE 1994 Summer Study on Energy 
Efficiency in Buildings, ACEEE, 1994, pages 7.73-7.83 especially the section on TRC starting on 
page 7.78. 
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new, innovative, more effective programs for energy efficiency.  To prevent the adverse, 

unintended consequences of the ALJ Ruling on the state’s energy efficiency efforts, it is 

recommended that the ALJ Ruling should be suspended so the Commission, its staff, the 

utilities, and other interested parties can investigate and definitively determine what the 

TRC test should be measuring and how to keep the TRC test current with new 

developments in the delivery channels and programs for achieving energy efficiency.  

This work could occur in workshops which should include participation by outside 

economic experts in the energy efficiency field.  In order to give the utilities and other 

program participants such as third parties and local government partnerships time to 

incorporate the results of this work, the utilities’ implementation of the TRC test prior to 

the ALJ Ruling should be left in place for the 2006-2008 energy efficiency program 

cycle.  Any new method for implementing the TRC test should start with the program 

cycle beginning in 2009.   
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Appendix to Attachment 1 

 

As displayed in the examples drawn from PG&E’s programs shown below, the 

results of the Commission’s current approach appear to be sensitive to a program’s NTG 

ratio.  This may be because the full amount of certain costs are now included as PA costs.  

Two TRC’s are shown.  The first shows the TRC with no cost offsets (i.e. participant 

costs are not reduced by the amount of costs included as PA costs) and the second with 

cost offsets (i.e. participant costs are reduced by the amount of PA costs included. 

 

Table 1 

Comparison of Activity and Portfolio TRCs 

Program TRC as Filed: 
April 

Compliance/final 
contract 

 

TRC under 
Commission’s new 
approach without 

cost offsets 

TRC under 
Commission’s 
new approach 

with cost offsets 

Heshong-Mahone Group 
– Cal. New Homes 
Multifamily Program* 

1.22 0.74 1.02 

Ecology Action – 
RightLights Program* 

1.18 0.93 1.1 

Synergy – 
Comprehensive 
Manufactured/Mobil 
Home Program* 

1.34 0.74 1.14 

Proctor Engineering – 
Fan Time Delay 
Program* 

1.33 0.67 1.07 

Cal-Ucons – 
Commercial Laundry 
Program 

1.14 0.93 0.99 

LGP – SF Weather 
Stripping 

1.21 0.64 1.02 

Core-Refrigerant Charge 
& Airflow 

1.58 0.51 0.75 

Core-Direct Install 1.11 0.76 0.92 
Core-Duct Test and Seal 0.63 0.40 0.62 
Core-Refrigerator 
Recycling 

1.30 1.08 1.20 

*TRC based on signed contract and September 2006 specifications. 
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The NTG ratios used during program development in 2005-2006 were based on 

the best available information at the time, still there is the chance that when the impact 

studies on the 2006-2008 programs are completed, program NTG ratios will be found to 

be lower.  To provide an insight into the impact that might have under the Commission’s 

current approach to TRC calculations, the TRC of the specific activities/programs above 

was recomputed using a NTG 20% lower, i.e., if the NTG of a program in Table 1 was 

80%, then in Table 2 a NTG of 64% was used for that program in calculating the TRCs 

below.16 

                                                 
16 The E3 calculator used for the April 2006 Compliance Advice filing does not allow user-specified NTG 

ratios.  If the exact ratio was not available the closest available was used.   For example, if the 
original NTG was 0.8, 80% of that ratio, or .64, might not be available.  In that case, the closest 
ratio, .62, was used.  This rarely amounted to a change of more than .02 or .03 in the ratio 
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Table 2 

Comparison of Activity and Portfolio TRCs under Alternate Net-to-Gross Ratios 

(down 20%) 

Program TRC as Filed 
with alternate 

NTG 
 

TRC under 
December 12, 2006 

Ruling 

TRC under 
December 12, 2006 

Ruling with cost 
offsets and alternate 

NTG 
Heshong-Mahone Group 
– Cal. New Homes 
Multifamily Program* 

1.12 0.65 0.87 

Ecology Action – 
RightLights Program* 

1.02 0.8 0.91 

Synergy – 
Comprehensive 
Manufactured/Mobil 
Home Program* 

1.23 0.64 0.91 

Proctor Engineering – 
Fan Time Delay 
Program* 

1.24 0.58 0.86 

Cal-Ucons – 
Commercial Laundry 
Program 

1.04 0.83 0.91 

SF-Weather Stripping 1.21 0.56 0.84 
Core-Refrigerant Charge 
& Airflow 

1.58 0.47 0.67 

Core-Direct Install 1.11 0.71 0.84 
Core-Duct Test and Seal 0.63 0.36 0.54 
Core-Refrigerator 
Recycling 

1.30 1.04 1.15 
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 I, the undersigned, state that I am a citizen of the United States and am employed in the 
City and County of San Francisco; that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a party 
to the within cause; and that my business address is Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Law 
Department B30A, 77 Beale Street, San Francisco, California 94105. 
 

On the 31st day of May 2007, I served a true copy of: 
 

JOINT PETITION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN 
DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY, AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 

COMPANY FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 06-06-063 
 
 [XX]   By Electronic Mail – serving the enclosed via e-mail transmission to each of the parties 
listed on the official service lists for R.04-04-025 and R.06-04-010. 
 
[XX]   By U.S. Mail – by placing the enclosed for collection and mailing, in the course of 
ordinary business practice, with other correspondence of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 
enclosed in a sealed envelope, with postage fully prepaid, addressed to those parties listed on the 
official service lists for R.04-04-025 and R.06-04-010 without an e-mail address.  
 
 I certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that 
the foregoing is true and correct.  
 
 Executed on the 31st day of May 2007 at San Francisco, California. 
 
           
                       /s/      
       ________________________ 
               PAMELA TOM   
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DR. HUGH (GIL) PEACH 
H GIL PEACH & ASSOCIATES LLC 
16232 NW OAKHILLS DRIVE 
BEAVERTON OR  97006    
  Email:  hgilpeach@scanamerica.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
517-B POTRERO AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94110       
  Email:  CEM@newsdata.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1814 FRANKLIN ST, STE 720 
OAKLAND CA  94612       
  Email:  mrw@mrwassoc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 7442, B30A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       
  Email:  cpuccases@pge.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CASE ADMINISTRATION 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
LAW DEPARTMENT 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  Email:  case.admin@sce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MAHLON ALDRIDGE 
ECOLOGY ACTION, INC. 
PO BOX 1188 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95061       
  Email:  emahlon@ecoact.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DON ARAMBULA 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2131 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  Email:  don.arambula@sce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

HELEN ARRICK 
BUSINESS ENERGY COALITION 
MC B8R, PGE 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177-0001       
  Email:  hxag@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Nilgun Atamturk 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5303 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  nil@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ROCKY BACCHUS 
8240 DONIPHAN DRIVE 
VINTON TX  79821       
  Email:  rockyb@freus.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL BAKER VICE PRESIDENT 
SBW CONSULTING, INC. 
2820 NORTHUP WAY, STE 230 
BELLEVUE WA  98004       
  Email:  mbaker@sbwconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SHARYN BARATA 
OPINION DYNAMICS CORPORATION 
28202 CABOT ROAD, STE 300 
LAGUNA NIGUEL CA  92677       
  Email:  sbarata@opiniondynamics.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNIFER BARNES 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
MAIL STOP N6G 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  j5b2@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARCIA W. BECK 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY 
MS 90-90R3027D 
1 CYCLOTRON ROAD 
BERKELEY CA  94720       
  Email:  mwbeck@lbl.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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Valerie Beck 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRIC GENERATION PERFORMANCE BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 2-D 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214    
  Email:  vjb@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

SYLVIA BENDER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS22 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  sbender@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

C. SUSIE BERLIN 
MCCARTHY & BERLIN LLP 
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, STE. 501 
SAN JOSE CA  95113       
  Email:  sberlin@mccarthylaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TIMOTHYA. BLAIR 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
700 N. ALAMEDA ST 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  Email:  tblair@mwdh2o.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL BOCCADORO 
THE DOLPHIN GROUP 
925 L ST, STE 800 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: Inland Empire Utilities, Chino Basin Coalition, Santa 

Ana Watershed Project Authority 
  Email:  mboccadoro@dolphingroup.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

WILLIAM H. BOOTH ATTORNEY 
LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH 
1500 NEWELL AVE, 5TH FLR 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94596       
  FOR: CLECA 
  Email:  wbooth@booth-law.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CAL BROOMHEAD DEPT OF ENVIRONMENT, ENERGY 
SECTION 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
11 GROVE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  cal.broomhead@sfgov.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JEFF BROWN 
MC 6202-J 
1200 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW 
WASHINGTON DC  20460       
  Email:  Brown.Jeffrey@epamail.epa.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KARL BROWN 
1333 BROADWAY, STE. 240 
OAKLAND CA  94612       
  Email:  karl.brown@ucop.edu 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ROBERT E. BURT 
INSULATION CONTRACTORS ASSN. 
4153 NORTHGATE BLVD., NO.6 
SACRAMENTO CA  95834       
  FOR: Insulation Contractors Assn. 
  Email:  bburt@macnexus.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LARRY L. BYE 
FIELD RESEARCH CORPORATION 
222 SUTTER ST STE 700 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94108       
  Email:  larryb@field.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PETER CANESSA 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, FRESNO 
665 ASILO 
ARROYO GRANDE CA  93420       
  FOR: CSUF 
  Email:  pcanessa@charter.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LAUREN CASENTINI 
RESOURCE SOLUTIONS GROUP, INC. 
711 MAIN ST 
HALF MOON BAY CA  94019       
  Email:  lcasentini@rsgrp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOHN CAVALLI 
ITRON, INC. 
1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800 
OAKLAND CA  94607       
  Email:  john.cavalli@itron.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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JOHN CELONA 
505 VISTA AVE 
SAN CARLOS CA  94070    
  Email:  jcelona@sbcglobal.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

AUDREY CHANG 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  FOR: Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 
  Email:  achang@nrdc.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

MICHAEL CHENG 
2723 HARLAND COURT 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94598       
  Email:  michael.cheng@paconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KRISTA CLARK 
ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCIES 
910 K ST, STE 100 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-3577       
  FOR: Association of California Water Agencies 
  Email:  kristac@acwa.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Jeanne Clinton 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4102 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  cln@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CHERYL COLLART 
VENTURA COUNTY REGIONAL ENERGY ALLIANCE 
1000 SOUTH HILL ROAD, STE. 230 
VENTURA CA  93003       
  Email:  cheryl.collart@ventura.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

THOMAS P. CONLON PRESIDENT 
GEOPRAXIS 
PO BOX 5 
SONOMA CA  95476-0005       
  Email:  tconlon@geopraxis.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LARRY R. COPE ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  FOR: Southern California Edison 
  Email:  larry.cope@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Cheryl Cox 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  FOR: DRA 
  Email:  cxc@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

THOMAS S. CROOKS DIRECTOR 
MCR PERFORMANCE SOLUTIONS 
1020 SUNCAST LANE, STE 108 
EL DORADO HILLS CA  95672       
  FOR: MCR Performance Solutions 
  Email:  tcrooks@mcr-group.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Fred L. Curry 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
WATER ADVISORY BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 3106 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  flc@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CHIARA D'AMORE 
ICF INTERNATIONAL 
14724 VENTURA BLVD. 
SHERMAN OAKS CA  91403       
  Email:  cdamore@icfi.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHELLE DANGOTT OFFICE ADMINISTRATOR 
DOUGLASS AND LIDDELL 
21700 OXNARD ST, STE 1030 
WOODLAND HILLS CA  91367-8102       
  Email:  mdangott@energyattorney.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DOUG DAVIE 
DAVIE CONSULTING, LLC 
3390 BEATTY DRIVE 
EL DORADO HILLS CA  95762       
  Email:  dougdpucmail@yahoo.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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AMBER E. DEAN 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
GO1, LAW DEPARTMENT 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770    
  Email:  amber.dean@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE  

DANIEL L. DIAL 
KINDER MORGAN ENERGY PARTNERS, L.P. 
ONE ALLEN CENTER 
500 DALLAS ST, STE 1000 
HOUSTON TX  77002       
  Email:  riald@kindermorgan.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

FRANK DIAZ 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  fdd3@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARY ANN DICKINSON EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION 
455 CAPITOL MAIL, STE 703 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  maryann@cuwcc.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Tim G. Drew 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  zap@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KIRBY DUSEL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670       
  Email:  kdusel@navigantconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TOM ECKHART 
CAL - UCONS, INC. 
10612 NE 46TH ST 
KIRKLAND WA  98033       
  Email:  tom@ucons.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SHAUN ELLIS 
2183 UNION ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94123       
  Email:  sellis@fypower.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RICHARD ESTEVES 
SESCO, INC. 
77 YACHT CLUB DRIVE 
LAKE HOPATCONG NJ  7849       
  FOR: SESCO 
  Email:  sesco@optonline.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CENTRAL FILES 
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31E 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  centralfiles@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BENJAMIN FINKELOR PROGRAM MANAGER 
UC DAVIS ENEGY EFFICIENCY CENTER 
1 SHIELDS AVE 
DAVIS CA  95616       
  Email:  bmfinkelor@ucdavis.edu 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TED FLANIGAN PRESIDENT 
ECOMOTION - THE POWER OF THE INCREMENT 
1537 BARRANCA PARKWAY, STE F-104 
IRVINE CA  92618       
  Email:  TFlanigan@EcoMotion.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MIKE FLORIO ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  mflorio@turn.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Hazlyn Fortune 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  hcf@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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RAFAEL FRIEDMANN SUPERVISOR CUSTOMER 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177-0001    
  Email:  rafi@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

TERRY M. FRY 
NEXANT, INC. 
101 SECOND ST, 10TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  tmfry@nexant.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NORMAN J. FURUTA ATTORNEY 
FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 
1455 MARKET ST., STE 1744 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94103-1399       
  FOR: Federal Executive Agencies 
  Email:  norman.furuta@navy.mil 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

NIKHIL GANDHI 
STRATEGIC ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
17 WILLIS HOLDEN DRIVE 
ACTON MA  1720       
  Email:  gandhi.nikhil@verizon.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Nora Y. Gatchalian 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RATEPAYER REPRESENTATION BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 3-C 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  nyg@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

DAN GEIS 
THE DOLPHIN GROUP 
925 L ST, STE 800 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: Inland Empries Utilities Agency 
  Email:  dgeis@dolphingroup.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BARBARA GEORGE 
WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS 
PO BOX  548 
FAIRFAX CA  94978       
  FOR: Women's Energy Matters (WEM) 
  Email:  wem@igc.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

DONALD GILLIGAN ATTORNEY 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATON OF ENERGY SERVICE 
610 MOUNTAIN ST 
SHARON MA  2067       
  Email:  donaldgilligan@comcast.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNY GLUZGOLD 
PACIFIC GAS  & ELECTRIC CO. 
PO BOX 770000, RM. 987 - B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  yxg4@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ANDY GOETT 
PA CONSULTING GROUP 
425 MARKET ST, 22ND FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  andy.goett@paconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Sudheer Gokhale 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  skg@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

HAYLEY GOODSON ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  FOR: TURN 
  Email:  hayley@turn.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

DAVID L. GORDON PROGRAM MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  62123       
  Email:  david.gordon@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Meg Gottstein 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 2106 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  meg@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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MEG GOTTSTEIN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
PO BOX 210/21496 NATIONAL ST 
VOLCANO CA  95689    
  Email:  gottstein@volcano.net 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

JOHN E. GREENHALGH 
NEW ERA ENERGY, INC. 
PO BOX 121 
WILLIAMSBURG VA  23090-0121       
  Email:  jack@jackgreenhalgh.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KRISTIN GRENFELL PROJECT ATTORNEY, CALIF. 
ENERGY PROGRAM 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  kgrenfell@nrdc.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

AMELIA GULKIS 
ENSAVE, INC. 
65 MILLER ST, STE 105 
RICHMOND VT  5477       
  Email:  ameliag@ensave.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NICK HALL 
TECMARKET WORKS 
165 WEST NETHERWOOD ROAD, 2/F, STE A 
OREGON WI  53575       
  Email:  nphall@tecmarket.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

STEPHEN F. HALL 
STEPHEN F. HALL AND ASSOCIATES 
11-5651 LACKNER CRESCENT 
RICHMOND BC  V7E 6E8      CANADA 
  Email:  stephenhall@telus.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

STEPHEN F. HALL SENIOR CONSULTANT 
WILLIS ENERGY SERVICES LTD. 
500 - 885 DUNSMUIR ST 
VANCOUVER BC  V6C 1N5      CANADA 
  Email:  shall@willisenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GERRY HAMILTON SENIOR ASSOCIATE 
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC 
3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200 
LAYFAYETTE CA  94549       
  Email:  ghamilton@gepllc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TOM HAMILTON MANAGING PARTNER 
ENERGY CONCIERGE SERVICES 
321 MESA LILA RD 
GLENDALE CA  91208       
  Email:  THAMILTON5@CHARTER.NET 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Mikhail Haramati 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  mkh@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

RACHEL HARCHARIK 
ITRON, INC. 
11236 EL CAMINO REAL 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130       
  Email:  rachel.harcharik@itron.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MOLLY HARCOS 
RUNYON, SALTZMAN & EINHORN, INC. 
1 CAPITOL MALL, STE 400 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  mharcos@rs-e.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Katherine Hardy 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  keh@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MERRILEE HARRIGAN DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION 
ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY 
SUITE 600 
1850 M. ST NW, STE 600 
WASHINGTON DC  20036       
  Email:  mharrington@case.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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LYNN HAUG 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95816    
  FOR: Dept. of General Services/Energy Policy Advisory 

Committee 
  Email:  lmh@eslawfirm.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE  

MARCEL HAWIGER ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  FOR: TURN 
  Email:  marcel@turn.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ELAINE HEBERT 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS-42 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  ehebert@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRIAN HEDMAN VICE PRESIDENT 
QUANTEC, LLC 
720 SW WASHINGTON ST, STE 400 
PORTLAND OR  97205       
  Email:  brian.hedman@quantecllc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NORA HERNANDEZ 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES-INTERNAL SERVICES 
1100 N. EASTERN AVE 
LOS ANGELES CA  90063       
  Email:  nhernandez@isd.co.la.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CATHY HIGGINS PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
NEW BUILDINGS INSTITUTE 
142 E. JEWETT 
WHITE SALMON WA  98672       
  Email:  higgins@newbuildings.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JEFF HIRSCH 
JAMES J. HIRSCH & ASSOCIATES 
12185 PRESILLA ROAD 
CAMARILLO CA  93012-9243       
  Email:  Jeff.Hirsch@DOE2.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

J. ANDREW HOERNER 
REDEFINING PROGRESS 
1904 FRANKLIN ST 
OAKLAND CA  94612       
  FOR: Redefining Progress 
  Email:  hoerner@redefiningprogress.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

PETER HOFMANN 
BO ENTERPRISES 
43B EAST MAIN ST 
LOS GATOS CA  95030-6907       
  Email:  adiff@aol.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNIFER HOLMES 
ITRON INC. 
11236 EL CAMINO REAL 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130       
  Email:  jennifer.holmes@itron.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BOB HONDEVILLE 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       
  Email:  bobho@mid.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BARRY HOOPER 
CITY OF SAN JOSE 
10TH FLOOR 
200 EAST SANTA CLARA ST. 
SAN JOSE CA  95113-1905       
  Email:  barry.hooper@sanjoseca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ANDREW J. VAN HORN 
VAN HOM CONSULTING 
12 LIND COURT 
ORINDA CA  94563-3615       
  Email:  vhconsult@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Edward Howard 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  trh@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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TAMLYN M. HUNT ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2/F 
SANTA BARBARA CA  93101    
  FOR: Community Environmental Council 
  Email:  thunt@cecmail.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE  

JOEL M. HVIDSTEN 
KINDER MORGAN ENERGY PARTNERS 
1100 TOWN & COUNTRY ROAD, STE 700 
ORANGE CA  92868       
  Email:  hvidstenj@kindermorgan.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Judith Ikle 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4012 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jci@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

PETER C. JACOBS 
BUILDING METRICS INC. 
2540 FRONTIER AVE. STE 100 
BOULDER CO  80301       
  Email:  pjacobs@buildingmetrics.biz 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NANCY JENKINS, P.E. MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST MS-43 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

LOURDES JIMENEZ-PRICE OFFICE OF THE GENERAL 
COUNSEL 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
6201 S ST, MS B406 
SACRAMENTO CA  95817-1899       
  Email:  ljimene@smud.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KATIE SHULTE JOUNG 
455 CAPITOL MALL, STE 703 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  katie@cuwcc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KURT J. KAMMERER 
K. J. KAMMERER & ASSOCIATES 
PO BOX 60738 
SAN DIEGO CA  92166-8738       
  Email:  kjk@kjkammerer.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ALEX KANG 
ITRON, INC. 
1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800 
OAKLAND CA  94607       
  Email:  alex.kang@itron.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ANN KELLY DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
11 GROVE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  ann.kelly@sfgov.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BILL KELLY CORRESPONDENT 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT 
PO BOX 1022 
SOUTH PASADENA CA  91031       
  Email:  southlandreports@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAVID KENNY 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
SPEAR STREET TOWER, SUITE 1200 
ONE MARKET ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  dkenny@navigantconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

M. SAMI KHAWAJA, PH.D 
QUANTEC, LLC 
SUITE 400 
720 SW WASHINGTON ST 
PORTLAND OR  97205       
  Email:  Sami.Khawaja@quantecllc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Robert Kinosian 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DRA - ADMINISTRATIVE BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  gig@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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NANCY KIRSHNER-RODRIGUEZ CONSULTING 
DEPARTMENT MANAGER 
CONSOL 
7407 TAM O SHANTER DRIVE 
STOCKTON CA  95210-3370    
  Email:  NancyKRod@conSol.ws 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

GARY KLEIN 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  gklein@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ROBERT L. KNIGHT 
BEVILACQUA-KNIGHT INC 
1000 BROADWAY, STE 410 
OAKLAND CA  94607       
  Email:  rknight@bki.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SUZANNE KOROSEC 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
MS-31 
1516 9TH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95184       
  Email:  skorosec@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JOHN KOTOWSKI 
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC 
3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200 
LAFAYETTE CA  94549       
  Email:  jak@gepllc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GERALD LAHR 
ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS 
101 8TH ST 
OAKLAND CA  94607       
  FOR: ABAG 
  Email:  jerryl@abag.ca.gov 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Peter Lai 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
320 WEST 4TH ST STE 500 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013       
  Email:  ppl@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JOHN LAUN 
APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC. 
1220 ROSECRANS ST., STE 308 
SAN DIEGO CA  92106       
  Email:  jlaun@apogee.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Diana L. Lee 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  dil@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOHN  W. LESLIE ATTORNEY 
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP 
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, STE 200 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130-2592       
  Email:  jleslie@luce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KAE LEWIS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516  9TH ST, MS 22 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  klewis@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DONALD C. LIDDELL ATTORNEY 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
2928 2ND AVE 
SAN DIEGO CA  92103       
  FOR: California Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition 
  Email:  liddell@energyattorney.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KAREN LINDH 
LINDH & ASSOCIATES 
7909 WALERGA ROAD,  NO. 112, PMB 119 
ANTELOPE CA  95843       
  Email:  karen@klindh.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Steve Linsey 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
CONSUMER ISSUES ANALYSIS BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 2013 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  car@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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GREGORY A. LIZAK 
COMPASS ROSE GROUP 
PO BOX 6488 
KANEOHE HI  96744-9176    
  Email:  greg@compassrosegroup.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

JODY LONDON 
JODY LONDON CONSULTING 
PO BOX 3629 
OAKLAND CA  94609       
  FOR: County of Los Angeles, Internal Services 

Department/The Local Government Sustainable 
EnergyCoalition 

  Email:  jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JODY S. LONDON 
JODY LONDON CONSULTING 
PO BOX 3629 
OAKLAND CA  94609       
  FOR: County of Los Angeles 
  Email:  jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARIANN LONG ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER 
UTILITIES JOINT SERVICES 
201 S. ANAHEIM BLVD., NO. 101 
ANAHEIM CA  92805       
  Email:  mlong@anaheim.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JAY LUBOFF 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MC B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  J1Ly@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DIANA MAHMUD ATTORNEY 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTH 
PO BOX 54153 
LOS ANGELES CA  90054-0153       
  FOR: The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
  Email:  dmahmud@mwdh2o.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

DOUGLAS E. MAHONE 
HESCHONG MAHONE GROUP 
11626 FAIR OAKS BLVD., 302 
FAIR OAKS CA  95628       
  Email:  dmahone@h-m-g.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Kim Malcolm 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5005 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  kim@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

BILL MARCUS 
JBS ENERGY 
311 D ST, STE. A 
WEST SACRAMENTO CA  95605       
  FOR: The Utility Reform Network 
  Email:  bill@jbsenergy.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Jaclyn Marks 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5306 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jm3@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JILL MARVER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, N7K 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  jkz1@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CHRISTOPHER J. MAYER 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       
  Email:  chrism@mid.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ANDREW MCALLISTER DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  andrew.mcallister@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RICHARD MCCANN 
M.CUBED 
2655 PORTAGE BAY ROAD, STE 3 
DAVIS CA  95616       
  Email:  rmccann@umich.edu 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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Wade McCartney 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
770 L ST, STE 1050 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814    
  Email:  wsm@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

ANN L. MCCORMICK, P.E. PRINCIPAL 
NEWCOMB ANDERSON MCCORMICK 
201 MISSION ST, STE 2010 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  ann_mccormick@newcomb.cc 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

WILLIAM P. MCDONNELL 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
700 N. ALAMEDA ST 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  Email:  bmcdonnell@mwdh2o.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MELISSA MCGUIRE 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING LLC 
1722 14TH ST, STE 230 
BOULDER CO  80302       
  Email:  mmcguire@summitblue.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

WALTER MCGUIRE 
EFFICIENCY PARTNERSHIP 
2962 FILLMORE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94123       
  Email:  wmcguire@fypower.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN ATTORNEY 
BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C. 
915 L ST STE 1420 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  mclaughlin@braunlegal.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Rachel Mcmahon 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  rcl@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

DON MEEK ATTORNEY 
10949 SW 4TH AVE 
PORTLAND OR  97219       
  FOR: Women's Energy Matters 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ELENA MELLO 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO NV  89520       
  Email:  emello@sppc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Ariana Merlino 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
1350 FRONT ST., STATE BLDG. RM 4006 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  Email:  ru4@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MICHAEL MESSENGER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  Mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MIKE MESSENGER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS-28 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

PETER MILLER CONSULTANT 
1834 DELAWARE ST 
BERKELEY CA  94703       
  Email:  p.miller@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

WILLIAM C. MILLER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  wcm2@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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CYNTHIA MITCHELL 
ENERGY ECONOMICS, INC. 
530 COLGATE COURT 
RENO NV  89503    
  Email:  ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE  

CYNTHIA K. MITCHELL 
530 COLGATE COURT 
RENO NV  89503       
  FOR: TURN 
  Email:  ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

GREGG MORRIS 
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE 
2039 SHATTUCK AVE, STE 402 
BERKELEY CA  94704       
  Email:  gmorris@emf.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ROBERT MOWRIS, P.E. 
ROBERT MOWRIS & ASSOCIATES 
PO BOX 2141 
OLYMPIC VALLEY CA  96145       
  Email:  rmowris@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SUSAN MUNVES ENERGY AND GREEN BLDG. PROG. 
ADMIN. 
CITY OF SANTA MONICA 
1212 5TH ST, FIRST FLR 
SANTA MONICA CA  90401       
  Email:  susan.munves@smgov.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TERRY L. MURRAY 
MURRAY & CRATTY 
8627 THORS BAY ROAD 
EL CERRITO CA  94530       
  Email:  tlmurray@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CRYSTAL NEEDHAM SENIOR DIRECTOR, COUNSEL 
EDISON MISSION ENERGY 
18101 VON KARMAN AVE., STE 1700 
IRVINE DC  92612-1046       
  Email:  cneedham@edisonmission.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAVID NEMTZOW 
1033 HILGARD AVE 
LOS ANGELES CA  90024       
  FOR: Southern California Edison 
  Email:  david@nemtzow.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SEPHRA A. NINOW POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  sephra.ninow@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RITA NORTON 
RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE, 
LOS GATOS CA  95030       
  Email:  rita@ritanortonconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PAUL NOTTI 
HONEYWELL UTILITY SOLUTIONS 
6336 SE MILWAUKIE AVE. 11 
PORTLAND OR  97202       
  Email:  paul.notti@honeywell.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CHONDA J. NWAMU ATTORNEY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, B30A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric 
  Email:  cjn3@pge.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SUSAN O'BRIEN 
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP 
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, STE. 501 
SAN JOSE CA  95113       
  Email:  sobrien@mccarthylaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

STACIA OKURA 
RLW ANALYTICS, INC. 
1055 BROADWAY, STE G 
SONOMA CA  95476       
  Email:  stacia.okura@rlw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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ED OSANN EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIF. URBAN WATER CONSERVATION COUNCIL 
1001 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW. STE 801 
WASHINGTON DC  20036    
  Email:  eosann@starpower.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

DIANA PAPE 
ICF INTERNATIONAL 
14724 VENTURA BLVD. 
SHERMAN OAKS CA  91403       
  Email:  dpape@icfi.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LAURIE PARK 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670-6078       
  Email:  lpark@navigantconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

EILEEN PARKER 
QUEST 
2001 ADDISON ST, STE. 300 
BERKELEY CA  94704       
  Email:  eparker@qcworld.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JIM PARKS 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DIST. 
6301 S ST, A204 
SACRAMENTO CA  95852-1830       
  Email:  jparks@smud.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BERJ K. PARSEGHIAN ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  Email:  berj.parseghian@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

STEVE PATRICK 
SEMPRA ENERGY UTILITIES 
555 W. 5TH ST GT14E7 
LOS ANGELES CA  90051       
  Email:  spatrick@sempra.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

STEVEN D. PATRICK 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
555 WEST FIFTH ST, STE 1400 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013-1011       
  FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern 

California Gas Company 
  Email:  spatrick@sempra.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Karen P. Paull 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  kpp@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Lisa Paulo 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  lp1@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CARL PECHMAN 
POWER ECONOMICS 
901 CENTER ST 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       
  Email:  cpechman@powereconomics.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CARLOS F. PENA ATTORNEY 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
101 ASH ST 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric/SoCal Gas 
  Email:  cfpena@sempra.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JANE S. PETERS, PH.D. 
RESEARCH INTO ACTION, INC. 
PO BOX 12312 
PORTLAND OR  97212       
  Email:  janep@researchintoaction.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ELLEN PETRILL DIRECTOR, PUBLIC/PRIVATE 
PARTNERSHIPS 
ELECTRIC POWER RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
3420 HILLVIEW AVE 
PALO ALTO CA  94304       
  Email:  epetrill@epri.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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DAVID R. PETTIJOHN MANAGER, WATER RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT 
LOS ANGELES DEPT.OF WATER & POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE ST, ROMM 1460 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012    
  Email:  David.Pettijohn@ladwp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

CLARK PIERCE 
LANDIS+GYR 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
246WINDING WAY 
STRAFORD NJ  8084       
  Email:  Clark.Pierce@us.landisgyr.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TED POPE DIRECTOR 
COHEN VENTURES, INC./ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
1738 EXCELSIOR AVE 
OAKLAND CA  94602       
  Email:  ted@energy-solution.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JENNIFER PORTER POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  jennifer.porter@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Anne W. Premo 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RATEMAKING BRANCH 
770 L ST, STE 1050 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  awp@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

SNULLER PRICE 
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS 
101 MONTGOMERY, STE 1600 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  snuller@ethree.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SHILPA RAMALYA 
77 BEALE ST, RM 981 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  srrd@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BOB RAMIREZ 
ITRON, INC. (CONSULTING & ANALYSIS DIV.) 
11236 EL CAMINO REAL 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130       
  Email:  bob.ramirez@itron.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

VENKATESH RAVIRALA 
NEXANT INC. 
101 2ND ST, 10TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  vravirala@nexant.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

L. JAN REID 
COAST ECONOMIC CONSULTING 
3185 GROSS ROAD 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95062       
  FOR: AGLET 
  Email:  janreid@coastecon.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Thomas Roberts 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  tcr@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CYNTHIA ROGERS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  crogers@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

LAURA ROOKE SR. PROJECT MANAGER 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
121 SW SALMON ST., 
PORTLAND OR  97204       
  Email:  laura.rooke@pgn.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JAMES ROSS 
RCS, INC. 
500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, STE 320 
CHESTERFIELD MO  63017       
  FOR: Cogeneration Association of California and the 

Energy Producers & Users Coalition 
  Email:  jimross@r-c-s-inc.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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JILL RUGANI 
RUNYON SALTZMAN & EINHORN, INC. 
ONE CAPITOL MALL, STE 400 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814    
  Email:  jrugani@rs-e.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

HANK RYAN 
SMALL BUSINESS CALIFORNIA 
750 47TH AVE., 56 
CAPITOLA CA  95010       
  FOR: Small Business California 
  Email:  hryan@smallbusinesscalifornia.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RICHARD SAPUDAR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  rsapudar@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Don Schultz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
770 L ST, STE 1050 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: DRA 
  Email:  dks@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

NORA SHERIFF ATTORNEY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  nes@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MIKE SHERMAN ENERGY EFFICIENCY GROUP 
MANAGER 
MASSACHUSETTS DIV. OF ENERGY RESOURCES 
100 CAMBRIDGE ST, STE 1020 
BOSTON MA  2114       
  Email:  mike.sherman@state.ma.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CARL SILSBEE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
GO1, RP&A 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  Email:  carl.silsbee@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SAM SIRKIN 
6908 SW 37TH AVE 
PORTLAND OR  97219       
  Email:  samsirkin@cs.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GAIL L. SLOCUM 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ROOM 3151 
77 BEALE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       
  FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
  Email:  glsg@pge.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BRUCE T. SMITH 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, RM 965, B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  bts1@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JEANNE M. SOLE DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 234 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  FOR: City and County of San Francisco 
  Email:  jeanne.sole@sfgov.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RICHARD T. SPERBERG 
ONSITE ENERGY CORPORATION 
2701 LOKER AVE WEST, STE 107 
CARLSBAD CA  92010       
  Email:  rsperberg@onsitenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SEEMA SRINIVASAN ATTORNEY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  sls@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GREY STAPLES 
THE MENDOTA GROUP, LLC 
1830 FARO LANE 
SAINT PAUL MN  55118       
  Email:  gstaples@mendotagroup.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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Joyce Steingass 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
WATER BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4104 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214    
  Email:  jws@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

IRENE M. STILLINGS EXECUTVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE. 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  irene.stillings@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

G. PATRICK STONER 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 
1414 K ST, STE 600 
SACRAMENTO CA  95816       
  Email:  pstoner@lgc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARY SUTTER 
EQUIPOISE CONSULTING INC. 
2415 ROOSEVELT DRIVE 
ALAMEDA CA  94501-6238       
  Email:  Mary@EquipoiseConsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KENNY SWAIN 
POWER ECONOMICS 
901 CENTER ST 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       
  Email:  kswain@powereconomics.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHELE SWANSON 
SOUTH BAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
3868 CARSON ST, STE 110 
TORRANCE CA  90503       
  FOR: South Bay Energy Savings Center 
  Email:  michele@sbesc.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Jeorge S. Tagnipes 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jst@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Christine S. Tam 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  FOR: DRA 
  Email:  tam@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Zenaida G. Tapawan-Conway 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  ztc@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KAREN TERRANOVA 
ALCANTAR  & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  filings@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GENE THOMAS 
ECOLOGY ACTION 
211 RIVER ST 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       
  Email:  gthomas@ecoact.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PATRICIA THOMPSON 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING 
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, STE 210 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94597       
  Email:  pthompson@summitblue.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

EDWARD J TIEDEMANN 
KRONICK MOSKOVITZ TIEDEMANN AND GIRARD 
27TH FLOOR 
400 CAPITOL MALL 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: Placer County Water Agency 
  Email:  etiedemann@kmtg.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JO TIFFANY 
ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY 
717 WASHINGTON ST, STE. 210 
OAKLAND CA  94607       
  Email:  jtiffany@ase.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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SCOTT TOMASHEFSKY 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 
180 CIRBY WAY 
ROSEVILLE CA  95678-6420    
  Email:  scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

NANCY TRONAAS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST. MS-20 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-5512       
  FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
  Email:  ntronaas@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE ATTORNEY 
DAY CARTER & MURPHY, LLP 
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, STE 205 
SACRAMENTO CA  95864       
  Email:  atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

MARY TUCKER SUPERVISING ENVIRONMENTAL SER. 
DEPART 
CITY OF SAN JOSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
200 EAST SANTA CLARA ST., 10TH FLR. 
SAN JOSE CA  95113-1905       
  Email:  Mary.Tucker@sanjoseca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CRAIG TYLER 
TYLER & ASSOCIATES 
2760 SHASTA ROAD 
BERKELEY CA  94708       
  Email:  craigtyler@comcast.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BELEN VALENCIA 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS 22 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  bvalenci@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MARY VALERIO ENERGY CONSERVATION AND 
MANAGEMENT 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
9601 RIDGEHAVEN CT., STE. 120, MS 1101B 
SAN DIEGO CA  92121       
  Email:  mvalerio@sandiego.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Christopher R Villarreal 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  crv@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

EDWARD VINE 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY 
BUILDING 90-4000 
BERKELEY CA  94720       
  Email:  elvine@lbl.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DEVRA WANG 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  dwang@nrdc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ERIC WANLESS 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  ewanless@nrdc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOY A. WARREN ATTORNEY 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       
  Email:  joyw@mid.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

AMBER W. WATKINS 
RLW ANALYTICS, INC 
1055 BROADWAY, STE G 
SONOMA CA  95476       
  Email:  amber.watkins@rlw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

TORY WEBER 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
GO3, THIRD FLOOR 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  Email:  tory.weber@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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TORY S. WEBER 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2131 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770    
  Email:  tory.weber@sce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

JAMES WEIL DIRECTOR 
AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE 
PO BOX 37 
COOL CA  95614       
  Email:  jweil@aglet.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LISA WEINZIMER CALIFORNIA ENERGY REPORTER 
PLATTS 
695 NINTH AVE, NO. 2 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94118       
  Email:  lisa_weinzimer@platts.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Steven A. Weissman 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5107 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  saw@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Pamela Wellner 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  pw1@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

SCOTT WENTWORTH 
CITY OF OAKLAND 
7101 EDGEWATER DRIVE, NO. 2 
OAKLAND CA  94621       
  FOR: City of Oakland 
  Email:  swentworth@oaklandnet.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD III ATTORNEY 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: Sierra Pacific Power Company 
  Email:  www@eslawfirm.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Michael Wheeler 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  mmw@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MICHAEL J. WICKENDEN CONTACT ADMINISTRATOR 
VERMONT ENERGY EFFICIENCY UTILITY 
446 TENNEY HILL ROAD 
HYDE PARK VT  5655       
  Email:  wickend@together.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BEN WILDMAN 
SBW CONSULTING, INC. 
2820 NORTHUP WAY, STE 230 
BELLEVUE WA  98004-1419       
  Email:  bwildman@sbwconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ROBERT C. WILKINSON DIRECTOR, WATER POLICY 
PROGRAM 
4426 BREN BUILDING 
SANTA BARBARA CA  93106       
  Email:  wilkinson@es.ucsb.edu 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Sean Wilson 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 3-C 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  smw@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

SHIRLEY WOO ATTORNEY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 7442 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       
  Email:  SAW0@pge.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SHIRLEY A. WOO ATTORNEY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 7442 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       
  FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
  Email:  SAW0@pge.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 



 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA SERVICE LIST 

R0404025 - Downloaded May 31, 2007, last updated on May 15, 2007 
Commissioner Assigned: Michael R. Peevey on December 20, 2005; ALJ Assigned: Julie Halligan on April 28, 2004 

ALJ Assigned: Meg Gottstein on December 7, 2005 
R0604010 - Downloaded May 31, 2007, last updated on May 30, 2007 

Commissioner Assigned: Dian Grueneich on April 17, 2006; ALJ Assigned: Meg Gottstein on April 17, 2006 
ALJ Assigned: Steven A. Weissman on July 11, 2006; ALJ Assigned: Kim Malcolm on February 1, 2007 

CPUC DOCKET NO.  R0404025-R0604010 CPUC REV 05-30-07 
Total number of addressees:  256 

 

Page 19 of 19 
 

ANDREW W. WOOD ENERGY EFFICIENCY ENGINEER 
HONEYWELL UTILITY SOLUTIONS 
353 A VINTAGE PARK DRIVE 
FOSTER CITY CA  94404    
  Email:  andrew.wood3@honeywell.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

KEVIN WOODRUFF 
WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES, INC. 
1100 K ST, STE 204 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  kdw@woodruff-expert-services.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOSEPHINE WU 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       
  Email:  jwwd@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOY C. YAMAGATA 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT 
SAN DIEGO CA  91910       
  Email:  jyamagata@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Teresa Cho 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  tcx@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

 

  

  

  

  



PAG/PRG Member Directory 

PAG Member E-mail Company/Address/Phone 
Beitel, Annette* 
Chair 

asb5@pge.com Pacific Gas & Electric Company 
245 Market Street, MC N7K 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
415/973-6792 
847/920-0368/415/973-0919 

Bruceri, Misti M1bt@pge.com PG&E 
Casentini, Lauren lcasentini@rsgrp.com 

 
Resource Group Solutions 
711 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA  94019 
650/726-5113 
F:650/726-7620 

Chang, Audrey* achang@nrdc.org NRDC 
111 Sutter Street, 20th Floor 
San Francisco, CA  94104 
415/875-6100 

Cleveland, Ken kenc@boma.com 233 Sansome St., 8th Floor 
San Francisco, Ca 94104 
415/362-2662 X11 
F:  415/362-8634 

Cohen, Sam sam@energy-solution.com Energy Solutions 
1738 Excelsior Avenue 
Oakland, CA   
150/663-9928 
F:510/482-4421 

Cornejo, Daniel DanielC@energy-solution.com Energy Solutions  
(Project Manager II) 
323-461-7754 
 

Cox, Cheryl* cxc@cpuc.ca.gov ORA 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4209 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
415/7033027 
C:  415/336-4748 
F:  415/703-2905 

Duecker, Kurt kurt@proctoreng.com Proctor Engineering Group 
415/451-2480 

Gaffney, Kathleen Kathleen.gaffney@kema.com KEMA 
492 Ninth Street, Suite 220 
Oakland, CA  94607 
510/891-0446 
F:  510/891-0440 

Gatchalian, Nora nyg@cpuc.ca.gov 505 Van Ness Avenue, Area 4A 
San Francisco, CA  94102 

Gilligan, Donald d.d.gilligan@att.net NAESCO   
1 Post Office Square 
Sharon, MA  02067 
781/793-0250 
F:  781/793-0250 

Haramet, Mikhail mkh@cpuc.ca.gov CPUC 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Area 4A 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
415/703-1458 

Hicks, Greydon Ghh1@pge.com PG&E 
Jung, Mary Myj1@pge.com PG&E 



PAG/PRG Member Directory 

Hirsch, Jeff jeff.hirsch@doe2.com JJH Associates 
 

Hooper, Barry barry.hooper@sanjoseca.gov Silicon Valley Energy Watch 
Coordinator 
City of San Jose - ESD  
200 East Santa Clara St., 10th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113-1905 
408-975-2595 
408-292-6213 (fax) 

Jerome, Ed 
 

ejerome@cogentenergy.com Cogent Energy, Inc. 
Director of Utility Services 
2300 Clayton Road, Suite 480 
Concord, CA 95420 
(925) 521-9600 x309 
 

Kirshner-Rodriguez, 
Nancy 

nancykrod@consol.ws 
 

Consol 
Consulting Department Manager  
 <http://www.consol.ws/>  
7407 Tam O'Shanter Drive 
Stockton, CA 95210-3370 
209.473.5000 fax 209.474.0817 
 

Kotowski, John jakotowski@gepllc.com Global Energy Partners 
Larson, Duane Dfl2@pge.com PG&E 
Lewis, Kae* klewis@energy.state.ca.us California Energy Commission 

Energy Efficiency, Renewables & 
Demand Analysis Division 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA   95814 
P:  916-654-4176 
F:  916-654-4304 

MacDonald, LeAndra L1m7@pge.com PG&E 
Mahone, Doug dmahone@h-m-g.com Heschong Mahone Group 

11626 Fair Oaks Blvd, #302 
Fair Oaks, CA  95628 
916/962-7001 
F:  916/962-0101 
 

Marver, Jill Jkz1@pge.com PG&E 
McCarty, Steven Sjm8@pge.com PG&E 
McGuire, Amy amcguire@icfi.com ICF International 

415/677-7189 
Mitchell, Cynthia* ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net Energy Economics, Inc. (TURN) 

530 Colgate Court 
Reno, NV  89503 
775/324-5300 

Moseley, Susan Susan.Moseley@honeywell.com  Honeywell Utility Solutions 
353A Vintage Park Drive | Foster City, 
CA 94404 
415.740.4333  
7 650.918.3202 

Nadel, Steve snadel@aceee.org ACEEE 
1001 Conneticut, NW #801 
Washington, DC  20036 
202/429- 
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F:  202/429-22488873 
Piette, Mary Ann mapiette@lbl.gov LBNL Demand Response Center 

One Cyclotron Road 
Berkeley, CA  94720 
510/486-6286 
F:  51-/486-4089 

Price, David davidprice@synergycompanies.org Synergy Companies 
510/259-1700 ext. 111 

Reed, Keith Knr3@pge.com PG&E 
Roberts, Tom tcr@cpuc.ca.gov DRA 

505 Van Ness Avenue, Area 4A 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
415/703-5278 

Rufo, Mike Mike.rufo@itron.com Itron Inc., Consulting & Analysis 
Group 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1800 
Oakland, CA  95=4607 
510/844-2800 (877/749-9400) 
F:  510/844-2900 

Ryan, Hank hryan@smallbusinesscalifornia.org Small Business CA 
Sanders, Roger R8s4@pge.com PG&E 
Stone, Norm Nes3@pge.com PG&E 
Stoner, Pat pstoner@lgc.org Local Government Commission 

1414 K Street, Ste. 600 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
916/448-1198 X309 
F:  916/448-8246 

Tucker, Mary www.sanjoseca.gov/esd/ City of San Jose-Environmental 
Services Department 
200 East Santa Clara St., 10th Floor 
San Jose, CA  95113-1905 
408-975-2581 
408-292-6213 (fax) 

Wagner, Jill jill@rahinc.com RHA, Inc. 
559/447-7000 

Wanless, Eric ewanless@nrdc.org NRDC 
415/875-6100 

Wellner, Pam 
 
 * 

pw1@cpuc.ca.gov CPUC – Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Area 4A 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
415-703-5906 

Williams, Joe joe@rhainc.com RHA 
590 West Locust, Ste. 103 
Fresno, CA  93650 

Wisniewski, Ed ewisniewski@cee1.org CEE 
98 North Washington Street, Ste. 101 
Boston, MA  02114 
617/589-3949 
F:  617/589-3948♣ 

Woychik, Eric eric@strategyi.com Strategy Integration LLC (for 
Comverge) 
510/387-5220 
 

                                                      
 



PAG/PRG Member Directory 

Yew, Mona Mxy9@pge.com PG&E 
Group E-Mail Address List: 
*Denotes PRG (non-financially interested members) 
 
 
lcasentini@rsgrp.com; achang@nrdc.org; kenc@boma.com; sam@energy-solution.com; 
Kathleen.gaffney@kema.com; d.d.gilligan@att.net; dmahone@h-m-g.com; 
ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net; snadel@aceee.org; mapiette@lbl.gov; pstoner@lgc.org; 
joe@rhainc.com; ewisniewski@cee1.org; mike.rufo@itron.com; klewis@energy.state.ca.us; 
jakotowski@gepllc.com; DanielC@energy-solution.com; Susan.Moseley@honeywell.com; 
pw1@cpuc.ca.gov; mkh@cpuc.ca.gov; amcguire@icfi.com; tcr@cpuc.ca.gov; 
davidprice@synergycompanies.org ; kurt@proctoreng.com; jill@rahinc.com; ewanless@nrdc.org; 
mxy9@pge.com; dfl2@pge.com; nes3@pge.com; knr3@pge.com; sjm8@pge.com; 
m1bt@pge.com; myj1@pge.com; r8s4@pge.com; ghh1@pge.com; jkz1@pge.com; 
myj1@pge.com ; jeff.hirsch@doe2.com; hryan@smallbusinesscalifornia.org; 
ejerome@cogentenergy.com; barry.hooper@sanjoseca.gov; mary.tucker@sanjose.ca.gov; 
nancykrod@consol.ws; L1m7@pge.com; cxc@cpuc.ca.gov; eric@strategyi.com 
 
 
  
    
 
 
 




